CAMPBELL, ROALD F.
(1905-1988)

Born in Ogden, Utah, Roald Fay Campbell was
reared on a farm near Aberdeen, Idaho, and first at-
tended Idaho Technical Institute (now Idaho State
University) in Pocatello. He took several years off
from college to serve as a Mormon missionary in
Texas and to teach school, then resumed his under-
graduate studies at Brigham Young University.

After graduating from Brigham Young at age
twenty-four, Campbell returned to southern Idaho
as superintendent of schools in the rural town of
Moore and then took a similar post in larger Pres-
ton. After four years there, during which he spent his
summers earning a master’s degree at Brigham
Young University, his native curiosity and ambitious
instincts prompted him to seek a doctorate and pur-
sue a scholarly career. Campbell was accepted into
the doctoral program at Stanford University’s
School of Education. Over the next six years, he con-
tinued to serve as superintendent of schools in Pres-
ton while pursuing his studies each summer.

He took a leave of absence from his job during
the 1939 to 1940 academic year and began his disser-
tation study, an inquiry into the relationship be-
tween school board members’ socioeconomic status
and their voting records on educational issues. Stan-
ford awarded Campbell his doctorate in the autumn
of 1942. At the same time, he left the Preston school
superintendency, and launched his long and success-
ful professorial career.

He accepted a three-faceted appointment at the
University of Utah as assistant professor and chair
of the Department of Elementary Education, and di-
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rector of the Wm. M. Stewart School—a laboratory
school associated with the teacher education pro-
gram at the university. Over the next decade, Camp-
bell advanced through the ranks of associate
professor and professor, while continuing to dis-
patch his dual administrative duties. He became a
specialist in the emerging scholarly field of educa-
tional administration and found his research in-
creasingly gratifying. Wishing to work single-
mindedly as a scholar, and to spread his wings
beyond the Great Basin, he moved to The Ohio State
University as professor of educational administra-
tion in 1952. Over the next five years his research
and writing about educational leadership was recog-
nized nationally and internationally.

Campbell moved to the University of Chicago
in 1957, where he served variously over a thirteen-
year period as William C. Reavis Professor of Educa-
tional Administration, director of the Midwest Ad-
ministration Center, chair of the Department of
Education, and dean of the Graduate School of Edu-
cation. These years were clearly the apogee of his ca-
reer. Under his leadership, the University of Chicago
achieved international renown as one of several pre-
mier institutions for scholarship in education and
school administration. During his Chicago years,
Campbell became a charter member of the National
Academy of Education and of the board of directors
of the University Council for Educational Adminis-
tration. He served as founding editor of the Educa-
tional Administration Quarterly, president of the
American Educational Research Association (1969—
1970), and received may honors and awards. He
wrote or coauthored more than a dozen books,
many of which were landmarks in his field.
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Living in an era that seemed to reduce every-
thing to its parts and every scholar to a specialist,
Roald Campbell stood as an exception. His was a
lifelong quest to understand, bring together, and re-
fine knowledge that could improve education. He
read widely in many fields, studied other cultures,
questioned every proposition about education and
leadership, and ultimately struck every idea against
the touchstone of reality: Could it work to further
improve what we know and how we act as educa-
tors? His passion to form and integrate ideas was
matched by his desire to influence events and insti-
tutions. Teacher and mentor to dozens of distin-
guished scholars and educational leaders throughout
North America and the world, Campbell was a pro-
fessor’s professor—admired as much for his humane
instincts and reasoned personal qualities as for his
enduring professional achievements. To paraphrase
Matthew Arnold, he lived life steadily and he lived
it whole.

Beginning a remarkable retracing of his life’s
journey, Campbell returned to Ohio State in 1970 as
the first Novice G. Fawcett Professor of Educational
Administration. There he launched a massive na-
tional study of state policymaking for public educa-
tion. He also opened a new domain of scholarship
for himself and his field—the history of thought and
practice in educational leadership. This theme
shaped his intellectual activity during the 1970s. He
started by assaying the existing state of scholarship
and graduate education in educational administra-
tion, coauthoring a comprehensive study of profes-
sors in his field. From this base, with a group of
younger colleagues, he began to explore the histori-
cal roots and philosophical underpinnings of educa-
tional administration.

In 1974 Campbell retired from the Fawcett Pro-
fessorship and moved with his wife back to Salt Lake
City to be closer to their children and grandchildren.
But retirement was not in the cards. The University
of Utah named him a distinguished adjunct profes-
sor, the first appointment of its kind. Over the next
fourteen years he taught a variety of courses in the
Department of Educational Leadership, and contin-
ued to research and publish at a prolific rate. He de-
voted enormous time and energy in fostering the
growth of younger colleagues. In 1988, while visiting
his sister in Aberdeen, Idaho, Campbell died sud-
denly of heart failure. He was 82. His customary au-
tumn graduate seminar was scheduled to convene a
few days later, and he left the course syllabus as well

as a complete book manuscript stacked neatly on his
University of Utah desk. Roald Fay Campbell was ar-
guably the twentieth century’s most influential and
respected figure in the scholarly field of educational
leadership.

See also: Dewey, John; Immigrant Education,
subentries on International, United States; Mi-
grants, Education of.
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CANADA

As in all immigrant societies, the spread of formal
education in Canada followed a predictable pattern
as religious orders and missions attempted to “civi-
lize” both the aboriginal and the settler communi-
ties. All levels of formal education from the
seventeenth century onward had their roots in Ca-
tholicism, Anglicanism, and after 1763, when the
British assumed control, a whole range of protestant
denominations. Dramatic change occurred in 1867
with the enactment of the Constitution Act (former-
ly the British North American Act) when the princi-
ple of secular and separate systems of education
funded by the state was accepted throughout Canada
with a few significant exceptions. Section 98 of the
act allocated exclusive jurisdiction for education to
the provinces. This division of constitutional powers
has remained in place and has been the basis for a
degree of tension between the federal government
and the ten provincial governments. The federal
government is responsible for education in the three
northern territories. With regard to public educa-



tion, Canadians subscribe to three common social
and educational values: equality of access, equality
of opportunity, and cultural pluralism.

Influences on the Educational Systems

According to Rodney Clifton, Canada is the “only
country without a national office of education: all
other nations, including all other federated nations,
have national offices of education that coordinate
and/or administer various aspects of their educa-
tional system” (p. 7). While there are many similari-
ties among Canada’s systems of education, they have
each developed in unique ways. These systems are
profoundly influenced by the distribution of the
population of 31 million across the vast country,
which covers four and one-half time zones. More
than 80 percent of Canadians live in urban centers
within 100 miles of the border with the United
States.

Canadian society has developed as a mosaic of
peoples, beginning with aboriginal populations and
then followed by French, British, and other Europe-
an settlement. Canada has two official languages:
English is the mother tongue of 61 percent of the
population, and French is the mother tongue of 26
percent. Most French speakers live in Quebec, where
they make up 82 percent of the population, but there
are also many French speakers in New Brunswick,
Ontario, and Manitoba. Education is available in
both official languages, but to a greater or lesser de-
gree, depending on the region. In the last two dec-
ades of the twentieth century, immigrants from all
parts of the world were attracted to Canada, with the
largest proportion coming from Asia.

The patterns of immigration have had an enor-
mous impact on the structure and organization of
educational systems. Although the systems of the
western provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Al-
berta, and British Columbia followed the patterns
laid down in Ontario, more emphasis was placed on
meeting the needs of all people, not just Anglicans
and Catholics. While “separate” (Catholic) publicly
funded schools were resisted in Manitoba, by World
War II only British Columbia, out of the ten prov-
inces, maintained a secular system of education. This
stance was modified in 1977, when the province
began providing subsidy to private and independent
schools. In 1998 Newfoundland abandoned denomi-
national education and became the only province
with a secular system.
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The French tradition and language have domi-
nated educational systems in Quebec and parts of
New Brunswick and Manitoba. Since the “Quiet
Revolution” in Quebec in the 1960s and the adop-
tion of a bilingual and multicultural policy at the
federal level in the 1970s, French culture has become
part of all Canadian educational systems. The chal-
lenge has been to privilege the “founding” cultures
while at the same time recognizing aboriginal peo-
ples and the vast range of other cultures that form
Canadian society. The complexities that come with
geography, immigration, and settlement gave rise to
socialization processes that placed great emphasis on
the role of education in molding Canadian citizens.

Twentieth-Century Developments

The “Great Transformation” in Canadian society, as
it was dubbed by Karl Polanyi in 1944, is very much
a twentieth-century phenomena. Mass public educa-
tion that was free and compulsory through high
school had become the norm by the 1950s. Public
education is provided free to all Canadian citizens
and permanent residents until the end of secondary
school, normally at eighteen. The ages for compulso-
ry schooling vary from one jurisdiction to another,
but generally it is required from age six or seven to
age sixteen. As the federal government assumed
more responsibility for funding university education
from the mid-1950s and recognized the importance
of human capital, so the systems of higher education
expanded. Expansion of the university system and
the development of parallel college systems changed
the nature of higher education in Canada. By 1976
every province was operating a binary system of uni-
versities and colleges, and furthermore the number
of universities offering graduate programs had risen
to forty-seven from the 1960 level of twenty-eight.

As in other countries of the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD),
the baby boom generation flooded into the higher
education system in the 1960s and the early 1970s.
Enrollment continued to expand into the 1990s, but
over the next decade it reached a plateau and then
began to decline. Between 1991-1992 and 1999-
2000, university full-time enrollment decreased
from approximately 580,000 to 540,000, while part-
time enrollment fell from 280,000 to 240,000. Be-
tween 1992-1993 and 1999-2000, full-time com-
munity college enrollment increased from approxi-
mately 360,000 to 400,000. Part-time community
college enrollment declined from approximately
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180,000 to 90,000. Furthermore, the gender balance
has been reversed so that women are in the majority
at the undergraduate level in both community col-
leges and universities and at parity with men at the
graduate level.

The federal government had, through the incre-
mental development of a science and technology
policy, created an elaborate structure for funding
and supporting research. In addition to the three na-
tional funding councils, which were established in
the late 1970s and cover all the disciplines and fields
represented in the academy, the government created
other programs, such as the Networks of Centres of
Excellence, the Canada Foundation for Innovation,
and the Canada Research Chairs.

Education in Canada has traditionally been a
public enterprise. Private or independent schools
educate approximately 5 percent of the school-age
population. Although these schools do generally fol-
low the curriculum and diploma requirements of
their jurisdiction, they function independently of the
public system and charge fees. Five provinces—
Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba, Quebec, and
Saskatchewan—provide some form of financial as-
sistance to these schools. Prior to the 1990s, higher
education was almost totally a public enterprise.
During that decade the number of private institu-
tions offering vocational and degree programs in-
creased dramatically. Four provinces—Alberta,
British Columbia, Ontario, and New Brunswick—
have passed legislation to allow for the establishment
of private universities.

The Place of Education in the Society

As an institutional form, education occupies a
unique place in Canadian society. By the late 1960s,
education had become a central legitimating institu-
tion in the modern Canadian state. Between 1960
and 1995-1996, the cost of public education in-
creased from $1.7 billion to almost $60 billion. One
in fourteen employed Canadians work in education,
and 25 percent of the total population is involved
with education. Public education is a major industry
involving approximately 16,000 elementary and sec-
ondary schools, 200 postsecondary colleges, 75 uni-
versities and university colleges, 300,000 teachers,
and 60,000 instructors and professors.

Relative to other developed countries, Canada
invests a substantial amount on education. At all le-
vels of education, Canadian expenditure per student

is second highest (after the United States) among the
G-7 countries (the other G-7 members being France,
Italy, Germany, Japan, and the United Kingdom)
and is substantially above the OECD average. Cana-
da’s educational expenditure of 7 percent of gross
domestic product is the highest level among the G-7
countries and is one of the highest in the OECD.
Eighty percent of Canada’s adult population has
completed upper-secondary (referred to as high
school in North America) or postsecondary educa-
tion. This is much higher than the OECD average of
64 percent. Fifty-two percent of the adult population
has completed postsecondary education. This rate is
the highest in the OECD and double the OECD av-
erage. Yet it should be noted that this ranking is due
to the very high proportion of the population that
is enrolled in nonuniversity postsecondary educa-
tion.

By the mid-1990s, Canadian governments had
created a mass postsecondary system. With a partici-
pation rate of more than 40 percent for eighteen- to
twenty-one-year-olds, Canada ranked first among
OECD nations. The system can be characterized as
soft federalism. While the federal government has
since the 1950s shouldered a significant portion of
the bill for universities, constitutionally the respon-
sibility has remained with the provinces. The level of
institutional autonomy enjoyed by universities is
probably more pronounced in Canada than in any
other OECD country. The public monopoly over the
binary structure (colleges and universities) accounts
for the limited competition and the perceived equiv-
alence among credentials across the country. This
state public system is relatively homogeneous and,
as a vestige of its roots in the United Kingdom and
France, is still committed to the ethos of liberal edu-
cation rather than vocationalism.

Issues and Problems

The key issues and problems facing the Canadian ed-
ucation systems are as follows: deprofessionaliza-
tion; the dominance of a political-economic
imperative in the formulation of state educational
policy (accountability, privatization, market, choice,
and decentralization); multiculturalism and diversi-
ty; restructuring and retrenchment; and the demo-
graphic changes facing all industrialized nations.

As governments have limited the size of the
“public space” in Canadian society, so necessarily
the ideals of professionalism have come under at-
tack. On the one hand, the creation of professional



“colleges of teachers” in British Columbia (in 1986)
and in Ontario (in 1996), as well as the current at-
tempts for such undertakings in Quebec, are indica-
tors of the professionalizing trend. Other such
initiatives, also present in other provinces (namely,
Alberta, New Brunswick, and Nova Scotia), aim at
raising the standards in teacher training and at better
controlling its quality through the definition of stan-
dards for training and practice. Yet the discourse of
professionalism has in some respects been co-opted
by the state and transformed into government by
norms. The substitution of credentials for profes-
sional practice, while intended to support profes-
sionalization, serves instead to undermine it.
Credentialism becomes the overriding trend and the
substitute for the promotion of professionalism.

In the 1990s, accountability replaced autonomy
in discussions of roles within the state. Accountabili-
ty has also come to mean recognition of the domi-
nance of market ideology. Governments press
educational institutions and systems to be more re-
sponsive to the economy and to create alliances with
the private sector. The accountability models are
embedded within the broader, ideological mecha-
nisms—variously characterized as public-sector re-
form, new public management, and the “evaluative
state”—that have accompanied the political-
economic transition from welfare state to the global
economy.

The severe limitations on public expenditures
are linked to the general suspicion of public institu-
tions and a belief in the greater efficiency of free-
market forces. The key policy terms that are the sym-
bols of both market and accountability are “choice”
and “privatization.” The battle against federal and
provincial deficits and the adoption of neoliberal as-
sumptions concerning the role of the state has led
governments to inflict considerable budget cuts on
educational systems while looking to maximize their
services. Yet while the position of the provinces got
worse, by 2000 the federal government had moved
into surplus. Efforts to decentralize responsibility
and increase the autonomy of school boards and
school staffs has translated into a more significant
role for parents, the development of an “in-service
training” culture, and the elaboration of school pro-
grams that promote the acquisition of competencies
required in the new knowledge society. A parent
council structure was created in British Columbia in
2002 and was already in place in six other provinces,
including Ontario and Quebec.
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For a majority of teachers in urban settings, the
combination of immigration policy, the long-
standing commitment to diversity and multicultur-
alism and the new emphasis on “inclusion” has cre-
ated schools very different from the ones that existed
in the 1980s. Schools can contain students who
speak as many as eighty different languages, a high
proportion of ESL (English as a second language)
students, and many students with special needs. The
increasing cultural and linguistic diversity has be-
come most evident in the three major urban centers,
Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver. On the other
hand, diversity and equality have been safeguarded
and extended through the teaching of heritage lan-
guages, curriculum design, and the development of
programs to combat racism. The development of
French-language school boards across the country is
a good indicator of this trend.

A major retrenchment and restructuring has oc-
curred throughout Canada as provincial ministries
have drastically reduced the number of school
boards through amalgamation. These changes have
been accompanied by a tightening of control over
expenditures at the local level.

Skills and knowledge have become central ele-
ments in economic policy as human resource policy
has become the modern equivalent of human capital
theory in the 1960s. In postsecondary education
there has been a growing emphasis on technical and
professional programs. Universities are developing
closer links with business and industry. Since the late
1980s, the shift has been toward more private and
less public expenditure on postsecondary education.
Part of this shift is related to the increase in tuition
fees, which have more than doubled, but this trend
also includes the rise in nongovernmental sources of
funding for research.

The most pressing need in Canadian education
systems and the society at large is the expected short-
fall in the supply of professional personnel. By 2010,
Canada will need to replace 50 percent of its teach-
ers, instructors, and professors.

See also: Immigrant Education; International
Education; Language and Culture; Multicul-
tural Education.
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Donald Fisher

CAPSTONE COURSES IN HIGHER
EDUCATION

In higher education, capstone courses, also known
as senior seminars, offer undergraduate students
nearing graduation the opportunity to summarize,
evaluate, and integrate some or all of their college
experience. The First National Survey of Senior
Seminars and Capstone Courses conducted in 1999
suggested that these courses place the highest priori-
ty on culminating learning in the academic major.
Enrollments in sections of senior seminars and cap-
stone courses are most often kept at fewer than thirty
students. These courses are generally treated as aca-
demic major or core requirements, most are at least
one academic term in length, and most require a
major project or presentation.

The earliest capstones can be traced to the end
of the eighteenth century when college presidents
taught courses generally integrating philosophy and
religion. One of the most famous was a class at Wil-
liams College in Massachusetts taught by President
Mark Hopkins that inspired, among others, future
U.S. President James A. Garfield. Since its inception,
the senior seminar has appeared and disappeared in
colleges and universities throughout the United
States.

The goals and methods of senior seminars and
capstone courses in American higher education have
been studied at least four times. The first was a study
conducted in the early 1970s and sponsored by the
Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Edu-
cation. For this research, 270 catalogs from colleges
and universities in the United States for the year
1975 were examined for course type and structure.
The study found that only 3 percent of participating
institutions sponsored senior seminars. Arthur Le-
vine, the study’s author, later concluded that these
courses are offered, at any given time and in various
forms, at one in every twenty institutions nation-
wide.

In a second effort, Joseph Cuseo evaluated pro-
ceedings from four national Conferences on the Se-
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nior Year Experience and two national Conferences
on Students in Transition that convened in the
1990s. His work, centering on characterizing the
types, goals, and forms of the senior year experience,
including capstone courses, suggested the following
goals for the senior year:

1. promotion of the coherence and relevance of
general education;

2. promotion of integration and connections
between general education and the academic
major;

3. fostering of integration and synthesis within
the academic major;

4. promotion of meaningful connections
between the academic major and work and
career experiences;

5. explicit and intentional development of
important student skills, competencies, and
perspectives that are tacitly or incidentally
developed in the college curriculum;

6. enhanced awareness of and support for the
key personal adjustments encountered by
seniors during their transition from college to
postcollege life;

7. improvement of seniors’ career preparation
and pre-professional development, that is,
facilitation of the transition from the
academic to the professional world;

8. enhancement of seniors’ preparation and
prospects for postgraduate education;

9. promotion of effective life planning and
decision making with respect to practical
issues likely to be encountered in adult life
after college (for example, financial planning,
marriage, family planning).

In August 2000 Jean Henscheid reviewed modern se-
nior seminars and capstone courses in publication
abstracts and presentations available on the Educa-
tional Resources Information Center (ERIC) data-
base. The review suggested that these courses are
most often associated with a specific academic disci-
pline and coordinated through an academic depart-
ment or unit. Also in 2000, the National Resource
Center for the First-Year Experience and Students in
Transition at the University of South Carolina re-
ported results from a nationwide survey of colleges
and universities. This survey, in addition to the find-
ings reported above, revealed that coursework and
other experiences students have before they enter the
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academic major are generally not topics covered, at
least in the 864 senior capstones or seminars de-
scribed by these respondents.

Types of Courses

In the early twenty-first century senior seminars and
capstone courses in higher education generally fall
into one of five types. Varying goals, instructional
strategies, and topics separate these course types.

Discipline- and department-based courses. The
overriding goal of discipline- and department-based
courses is to summarize learning within the academ-
ic major. These types of classes are also likely to
make connections between the academic learning
and the professional world. Some institutions use
these courses as a means to encourage seniors to
pursue postgraduate study. This subset of courses
makes up the majority of the capstone courses of-
fered. These courses are typically offered through the
academic department and may be required for grad-
uation. Faculty members within the academic disci-
pline typically teach these courses at the conclusion
of the students’ academic careers. The classes are
taught either by a single faculty member or team-
taught by faculty members or staff; three hours of se-
mester credit are normally offered for a letter grade.
As this type of class is normally offered as the final
“piece” of a student’s academic major, credit for
these classes is typically a requirement of the major.
Topics for discipline and department-based courses
vary by the academic major; but include issues that
are relevant to the professions related to that major.
These courses often use a major project and or pre-
sentation as a means for communicating and sum-
marizing the student’s academic learning.

Interdisciplinary courses. Interdisciplinary courses,
representing a smaller percentage of senior seminars
and capstones, offer students an opportunity to syn-
thesize general education, major classes, and cocur-
ricular learning. These courses are more likely to be
found at private institutions, taught by a single facul-
ty member. Letter grades are prevalent, and students
receive three to four semester hours of credit for
completing these courses. Credit for interdisciplin-
ary senior seminars and capstone courses is applied
most often as a major requirement, core require-
ment, or a general education requirement. Presenta-
tions and major projects are most often employed as
instructional components in these courses. Topics
are broad, often involving philosophical issues such
as ethics. These courses tend to stress the inter-

relatedness of different academic majors and their
role within society.

Transition courses. Transition courses, the third
most prevalent type of senior seminars and cap-
stones, focus on preparation for work, graduate
school, and life after college. Faculty or career-center
professionals most often teach these courses, which
typically award a letter grade, although they are less
likely to do so than discipline- and department-
based courses and interdisciplinary courses. These
classes generally earn the participating students one
semester of credit.

Topics for transition courses mainly consist of
students’ transition issues, and students enrolled in
them are likely to engage in job search and life tran-
sition planning. Discussions center around self-
assessment, financial planning, the job search and
the first year on the job, relationships, and diversity.
Presentations weigh heavily in evaluation of perfor-
mance in these courses, but rather than major proj-
ects, students often develop a portfolio or use the
career center.

Career-planning courses. Career-planning courses
assist students as they engage in pre-professional de-
velopment. In some cases career planning is the only
goal of these courses. In the 1999 First National Sur-
vey of Senior Seminars and Capstone Courses, these
courses were the least frequently reported major
type. Career planning courses are likely to be taught
by career-center professionals, but in some cases ac-
ademic faculty might teach them. Although students
typically receive grades for these courses, they are
less likely to receive as many credit hours as students
enrolled in other types of senior seminars or cap-
stone courses. The classroom experience in these
courses is evaluated most often by the creation of a
portfolio, followed by a major project and a presen-
tation. Classroom topics for career-planning courses
include current trends in the field, procedures for li-
censure and job seeking, students’ roles in the work-
place, and development of a résumé, cover letter,
and portfolio.

Other. There are also a small number of senior semi-
nars and capstone courses that do not fit in these
four types. These courses often span curricular and
cocurricular boundaries and attempt to address in-
stitutional goals. These courses do share many of the
characteristics of other courses. The primary goals
(fostering integration and synthesis within the aca-
demic major and promoting integration and con-



nections between the academic major and world of
work) are similar to those of most types of the other
senior courses. These courses do not generally focus
on general education, and are almost always taught
by a member of the academic faculty. They tend to
be the smallest of the senior courses, often enrolling
fewer than nine students. They are most often held
for one academic term and students are usually as-
signed a letter grade.

The Future

As is true with many trends in higher education, se-
nior seminars and capstone courses will likely con-
tinue to appear and disappear in various forms.
Instructional technologies and the changing delivery
of student services will affect the content and charac-
ter of these courses in the future. This, along with
changing student demographics and needs of the in-
stitutions offering them, will determine the future
goals and structure of these courses.

See also: College Seminars for First-Year
Students; Curriculum, Higher Education,
subentries on National Reports on the Under-
graduate Curriculum, Traditional and Con-
temporary Perspectives.
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CAREER COUNSELING IN
HIGHER EDUCATION

The career services office supports the educational
mission of a college or university by helping students
to develop, evaluate, and pursue career goals. In the
process, students acquire the knowledge and skills
necessary to make lifelong career decisions. Career
services offices accomplish these goals through ca-
reer counseling and a range of programs and services
designed to help students make the connection be-
tween the academic program and the workplace.

Career Counseling

Ideally, the career services office assists students
throughout their stay at the institution, providing
appropriate assistance at each stage of the student’s
career development. This process often begins with
career counseling designed to help students develop
the self-knowledge and awareness of options needed
to select an academic major or a tentative career di-
rection. Students are guided in thinking about their
interests, values, competencies, and personal char-
acteristics. Through conversation and exercises,
students often discover previously unidentified in-
terests.

Career counseling is frequently offered on a
one-on-one basis, but at times this service is provid-
ed through group workshops, classes, or computer-
ized guidance systems. When a student is asked to
begin the exploration on a computer, an individual
follow-up session with a counselor is generally en-
couraged. Career counseling often includes the use
of standardized assessment instruments such as the
Strong Interest Inventory, the Self-Directed Search,
or other instruments designed to clarify career inter-
ests, values, personality, or self-identified skills.

As part of the career counseling process, stu-
dents may be asked to research careers through ei-
ther reading or interviews with professionals. Thus,
a career resource library is an essential component
of the career services office. These libraries generally
include books on a wide range of career options as
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well as job search manuals and information on em-
ployers. Some information formerly provided in
book form, such as directories of employers, is in-
creasingly being delivered through the Internet.

New Trends

In the last decades of the twentieth century, the ca-
reer services field began to place an increasing em-
phasis on experiential learning, the mixed bag of
ways that students can connect classroom learning
with experience in the world around them. The
forms of experiential learning that most commonly
fall under the career services umbrella are intern-
ships and cooperative education. Cooperative edu-
cation is a full-time, paid work experience that
generally occurs during a regular semester. Students
receive credit for the work and do not take classes
during that time. Internships are usually served part-
time, concurrent with classes or during the summer
or other school breaks, and may or may not be paid.
In some institutions, internships and cooperative
education are part of the academic program and
may be handled by faculty departments. However,
career services offices are becoming increasingly in-
volved at a variety of levels. Some simply provide re-
sources such as internship directories or online
databases of available experiences; others develop in-
ternships, place students at the sites, and monitor
their progress.

Another trend in career services is for colleges
to engage alumni as career resources for students,
thereby teaching students the skill of networking.
Many colleges make alumni career resource data-
bases available to interested students. These data-
bases include employment and contact information
on alumni who have volunteered to serve as mentors
or otherwise assist students with career-related ques-
tions. Some colleges also coordinate events designed
to connect students with alumni. These can include
panels of alumni who speak at student events, din-
ners at which students are seated with alumni in rel-
evant fields, or field trips through which students
spend time shadowing relevant alumni.

The Job Search

A traditional function that remains an essential part
of the career services role is helping students to de-
velop job search skills. Career services counselors
critique students’ résumés and letters, provide book-
lets on résumé and employment letter writing, and
teach résumé writing, job interviewing skills, and job

search strategies in group sessions. In practice job in-
terviews, students are videotaped so they can see
themselves in action. Some career services offices in-
volve alumni or employers in critiquing résumés,
conducting practice interviews, or leading work-
shops. Many also offer sessions on related topics
such as networking, professional dress, or the transi-
tion to the work place. Etiquette dinners, designed
to train students in the etiquette needed for job in-
terviews and professional dinners, have become
popular events on many campuses.

Nearly all career services offices also help stu-
dents connect with potential employers for post-
graduate positions. This is handled through a variety
of methods. In on-campus interview programs, em-
ployers are invited to spend a day or more on cam-
pus, interviewing student candidates. Students who
make a positive impression are later invited to the
employment site for more extensive interviews.
Some campuses give students access to a large num-
ber of employers in one day by coordinating career
fairs, at which employers are stationed at tables to
screen candidates and give information about their
job openings. A trend that became popular in the
1990s and continues to be widely used is the consor-
tium job fair, in which a number of colleges collabo-
rate to coordinate a large event for the students at
all participating schools.

Additional strategies designed to connect stu-
dents with employers are résumé mailing services, in
which career services offices send batches of applica-
ble résumés to requesting employers, and candidate
matching databases, which do the same thing elec-
tronically. Some colleges disseminate booklets of
student résumés or offer credential services, in which
student’s résumés, letters of recommendation, and
other application documents are mailed to employ-
ers at the student’s request. For students who choose
to go to graduate school rather than enter the work-
force, career services offices often offer services such
as graduate school fairs and databases to assist stu-
dents in identifying programs that meet their
criteria.

The Impact of Technology

The career services field has been strongly affected
by the rise of the Internet in the 1990s. By the begin-
ning of the twenty-first century, most career services
offices had websites through which they offered ca-
reer information and links to outside sites applicable
to their student populations. Many also provided



students with the option of scheduling appoint-
ments or campus interviews via the World Wide
Web. Web-based databases, including employer
databases, candidate résumé databases, internship
databases, and job listing databases, are becoming
increasingly common. In many cases, career services
offices are forming partnerships with outside ven-
dors to offer these services.

Many of the services named above are made
available to alumni as well as current students,
sometimes for a fee and sometimes at no charge.
Some offices also offer fee-based services to commu-
nity members.

See also: Academic Advising in Higher Educa-
tion; Adjustment to College; College Student
Retention; Internships in Higher Education;
Student Services, subentries on Colleges and
Universities, Community Colleges.
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See: Latin America and the Caribbean.

CARNEGIE CLASSIFICATION
SYSTEM, THE

The Carnegie Classification (of Institutions of
Higher Education) is a taxonomy of U.S. colleges
and universities. The categories are based on infor-
mation about the institutions, such as types of de-
grees conferred, academic disciplines offered, and
specialization. The classification system shows the
diversity of American colleges and universities. The
purpose of the Carnegie Classification system is to
assist in higher education research efforts; it is not
intended to rank the quality of the institutions.

History and Updates

The Carnegie Classification system was developed in
1970 by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advance-
ment of Teaching, an independent, nonprofit center
for educational research and policy studies. The
Classifications were first published in the Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education’s report, New
Students and New Places (1971). Revisions to the
classifications were published in 1976, 1987, 1994,
and 2000. Reclassifications reflect changes in the
U.S. institutions, such as new colleges, closings, and
the developments in existing institutions. Data from
the National Center for Educational Statistics
(NCES) are used to update revised editions of
the Carnegie Classification. An extensive revision
planned for 2005 will offer a multiple-classification
system that will allow for more types of comparisons
among the variety of institutions.

Classification Categories in 2000

The Carnegie Classification system includes all U.S.
colleges and universities that grant degrees and are
accredited by the U.S. Secretary of Education. Based
on the 2000 edition of the Carnegie Classification,
there are ten categories of institutions. Each category
is briefly described below, and examples of public,
private not-for-profit, and private for-profit institu-
tions in each category are shown in Table 1.

+ Doctoral/Research Universities—Extensive:
These institutions typically offer a wide variety
of baccalaureate degrees and award fifty or more
doctoral degrees per year across at least fifteen
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Carnegie Classification of institutions of higher education

Total number/

Public institution

Private not-for-profit

Private for-profit

Carnegie Classification percentage example/number example/number example/number
Doctoral/Research 151; 3.8% University of California, Vanderbilt University; 49 None
Universities—Extensive Berkeley; 102

Doctoral/Research 110; 2.8% College of William Baylor University; 44 University of Sarasota; 2
Universities—Intesive and Mary; 64

Master’s Colleges and 496; 12.6% Lincoln University; 249 Fairfield University; 246 Colorado Technical
Univerities | University; 1
Master’s Colleges and 115; 2.9% Mississippi University Le Moyne College; 85 Huron University; 7
Universities [l for Women; 23

Baccalaureate Colleges— 228;5.8% Coastal Carolina Allegheny College; 202 None
Liberal Arts University; 26

Baccalaureate Colleges— 321, 81% Western Montana College; 50 Tri-State University; 226 DeVry Institute of
General Technology; 5
Baccalaureate/Associate's 57,1.4% Utah Valley State College; 15 Peace College; 31 Sullivan College; 11

Colleges

Associate’s Colleges
Specialized Institutions
Tribal Colleges and

Universities

Total

1,669; 42.3%

766; 19.4%

28:0.7%

3,941; 100%

Sante Fe Community
College; 1,025

Institute of American Indian
and Alaska Native Culture
and Arts Development; 22

1,643; 41.7%

SOURCE: Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching website.

United States Naval Academy; 67

Maryland College of
Art and Design; 159

Hebrew Union Seminary; 593

Blackfeet Community College; 6

1,681; 42.6%

ITT Technical [nstitute; 485

University of Phoenix; 106

None

617; 15.7%

academic disciplines. Doctoral degrees include
the Ph.D., Doctor of Education, Doctor of Ju-
ridical Science, and Doctor of Public Health,
among others.

Doctoral/Research Universities—Intensive:
These institutions typically offer a wide variety
of baccalaureate degrees and award at least ten
doctoral degrees per year across at least three ac-
ademic disciplines or at least twenty doctoral

degrees per year overall.

Master’s Colleges and Universities I: These insti-
tutions typically offer a wide variety of baccalau-
reate degrees and award forty or more master’s
degrees per year across three or more academic
disciplines.

Master’s Colleges and Universities II: These in-
stitutions typically offer a wide variety of bacca-
laureate degrees and award twenty or more
master’s degrees per year.

+ Baccalaureate Colleges—Liberal Arts: These in-
stitutions award at least half of their baccalaure-
ate degrees in liberal arts fields. Examples of
liberal arts fields include English, foreign lan-
guages, biological sciences, mathematics, philos-
ophy and religion, physical sciences, social
sciences, and humanities.

Baccalaureate Colleges—General: These institu-
tions award less than half of their baccalaureate
degrees in liberal arts fields.

Baccalaureate/Associate’s Colleges: In these in-
stitutions, the number of bachelor’s degrees
awarded represent at least ten percent but less
than half of all undergraduate awards.

Associate’s Colleges: This is the largest category
in the Carnegie Classification. In these institu-
tions, the number of bachelor’s degrees awarded
represent less than ten percent of all undergrad-
uate awards.



+ Specialized Institutions: These institutions typi-
cally award degrees in a particular field. Exam-
ples include medical and law schools; religious
institutions, such as seminaries and rabbinical
schools; schools of business, engineering, art,
and design; and military institutes.

+ Tribal Colleges and Universities: These institu-
tions are members of the American Indian
Higher Education Consortium and are typically
tribally controlled and located on reservations.

1994 Classifications

The 1994 edition of the Carnegie Classification com-
prised the following eleven categories, outlined
below for comparison with the revisions that were
made in 2000:

* Research Universities I typically offered a full
range of baccalaureate programs, awarded fifty
or more doctoral degrees, and received annually
$40 million or more in federal support.

Research Universities II also typically offered a
full range of baccalaureate programs and award-
ed fifty or more doctorates, but they received
between $15 million and $40 million per year in
federal support.

Doctoral Universities I offered a full range of
baccalaureate programs and awarded at least
forty doctoral degrees annually in five or more
disciplines.

Doctoral Universities II offered a full range of
baccalaureate programs and awarded at least ten
doctoral degrees in three or more disciplines or
twenty or more doctorates per year total.

Master’s (Comprehensive) Colleges and Uni-
versities I offered a full range of baccalaureate
programs and awarded forty or more master’s
degrees annually in three or more disciplines.

Master’s (Comprehensive) Colleges and Uni-
versities II also typically offered a full range of
baccalaureate programs, but they awarded
twenty or more master’s degrees per year in one
or more disciplines.

Baccalaureate (Liberal Arts) Colleges I were pri-
marily undergraduate colleges with a major em-
phasis on baccalaureate programs. They
awarded forty percent or more of their degrees
in liberal arts fields, and their admissions poli-
cies were selective.

* Baccalaureate (Liberal Arts) Colleges II were
also primarily undergraduate colleges with a
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major emphasis on baccalaureate programs.
They awarded less than forty percent of their de-
grees in liberal arts fields, and their admissions
policies were less selective.

Associate of Arts Colleges offered associate of
arts certificate or degree programs.

Specialized Institutions offered at least fifty per-
cent of degrees in a particular field. Examples
include medical and law schools; faith-related
institutions, such as seminaries and rabbinical
schools; schools of business, engineering, art,
and design; and military institutes.

Tribal Colleges and Universities were members
of the American Indian Higher Education Con-
sortium and were typically tribally controlled
and located on reservations.

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching

The Carnegie Foundation, the third oldest founda-
tion in the United States, was founded by Andrew
Carnegie in 1905 and chartered by an act of Con-
gress the following year. Governed by an indepen-
dent, national board of trustees, the Carnegie
Foundation uses its endowment to support educa-
tional research and publications. In addition to es-
tablishing the Carnegie Classification of Institutions
of Higher Education, the foundation developed the
largest pension system in the United States (TIAA-
CREF), founded the Educational Testing Service, de-
veloped the Graduate Record Exam, and published
numerous influential studies on the American
higher education system. The Carnegie Foundation
is located in Menlo Park, California.

See also: Higher Education in the United
States, subentry on System.
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CARNEGIE UNITS

Adopted in the early 1900s to both standardize and
ensure the quality of high school education, the Car-
negie unit is viewed almost a century later by critics
as an impediment to flexibility. Yet, for all of its limi-
tations, the Carnegie unit remains the putative guar-
antor that students have invested in each of their
courses an amount of time that warrants the credit
that so many colleges and employers presume repre-
sents learning.

In fact, the search for the answer to the elusive
question of how much learning results from each
course gave birth to the Carnegie unit, and keeps the
approach alive as a surrogate for knowledge gained.
In another era, college admissions officers—
especially at selective colleges—concerned them-
selves mostly with applicants from private prepara-
tory schools, believing that they needed to become
familiar with the quality of only those few schools.
Even at a state institution such as the University of
Michigan, it was the responsibility of the faculty to
oversee academic standards at the secondary level.
Admissions officials and faculty everywhere, howev-
er, could not keep track of the standards at new pub-
lic high schools that proliferated across the country
during the first decades of the 1900s.

Thus, the Carnegie Foundation for the Ad-
vancement of Teaching encouraged the adoption of
what came to be known as the Carnegie unit, which
equates seat-time with learning. Each unit represent-
ed about 130 instructional hours. The Carnegie
Foundation defined a unit as a course that met for
a period each school day for about 50 to 55 minutes.
The Carnegie unit continues to influence much that
is crucial to teaching and learning in high schools—
the length of the class period, the school day and the
school year, as well as the time expended to receive
a diploma. The unit affects the very way that knowl-
edge is organized for instructional purposes, dis-
couraging interdisciplinary teaching because of the
difficult question of deciding how many units to at-
tribute to each discipline. Those who would organize
and convey knowledge differently inveigh against
the “tyranny” of the Carnegie unit, asserting that
seat-time is not a proxy for learning and that sec-
ondary schools must be flexible to engage students
and to heighten learning. The following develop-
ments add to the challenge:

* Block scheduling

+ Out-of-classroom field experiences

+ Distance learning and independent study

+ Portfolios and other performance-based assess-
ments

Under block scheduling, a course meets for a speci-
fied number of hours; but, this number may vary
from that of traditional courses because of the way
the time is arranged. Out-of-class experiences in-
volve time configurations that only remotely relate
to seat-time. Distance learning made possible by
technology, in combination with independent study,
tends to free students to spend as little or as much
time as they require to cover the material. Perfor-
mance-based assessment may be used in conjunc-
tion with the Carnegie unit, or it may argue for an
appraisal of learning without regard for seat-time.
Aspects of school reform underscore the idea that
secondary students might benefit from less reliance
on Carnegie units. The Coalition of Essential
Schools, for instance, advocated a more limited but
more intense curriculum under the motto of “Less
Is More.” Furthermore, the move to integrate sub-
ject matter, especially at small alternative high
schools, made it less clear how to satisfy the unit re-
quirement. But no widely accepted alternative guar-
antor of quality emerged by the beginning of the
twenty-first century.

In fact, demands for accountability helped pre-
serve the Carnegie unit. Taxpayers wanted assur-
ances that the $350 billion a year they bestowed on
public schools was not squandered. Colleges sought
methods to compare applicants and to gauge the ex-
tent of their preparation. David Tyack and Larry
Cuban cited the “interlocking reasons” (p. 107) that
defenders of the status quo gave for regarding the
Carnegie unit as part of a system that could not
withstand tampering. This system—the time devot-
ed to each class and each course, the departmental
organization, the lecture method of teaching—was
likened by its guardians to the building blocks that
support an entire structure. Remove one, they said,
and the stability of the others, and of the high school
itself, was imperiled. Colleges and universities, prod-
ded by the Carnegie Foundation, forced the unit re-
quirement on secondary schools. It may be that
altering or altogether eliminating the Carnegie unit
will ultimately depend on whether educators can
agree on a more meaningful symbol for knowledge
gained in secondary education.

See also: Curriculum, School; Nongovernmen-
tal Organizations and Foundations; Second-



ary Education, subentry on History of; School
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CATEGORIZATION AND
CONCEPT LEARNING

Education in every form entails the acquisition and
modification of conventional categories and labels,
as well as processes for inferring category member-
ship. Consider these statements: “Fractions are
numbers between two integers”; “Plants get energy
through photosynthesis”’; and “A noun is a person,
place, or thing.” The first claims a formal relation
between well-defined number concepts. The second
explains a biological concept by analogy. The third
specifies (erroneously) a linguistic category. Teach-
ers frequently make statements like these to elemen-
tary and secondary students. How, in fact, are the
named concepts learned? How do concepts change
with age, experience, and particularly education?

Form and Format of Conceptual Knowledge

A common misconception is that concepts are well
defined, like dictionary entries. Though hundreds of
concepts, particularly scientific ones, are well de-
fined within a community of experts, most are
“fuzzy” and metaphorical. Even patently well-
defined categories like “odd number” are treated as
if some examples are better than others.

Adults’ concepts fall into a wide variety of ab-
stract representations, such as taxonomic hierar-
chies, kinship systems, and legal definitions. Some
representations mirror the structure of the physical
environment, whereas others are rather arbitrary
products of their cultural and linguistic environ-

CATEGORIZATION AND CONCEPT LEARNING 247

ments. Most are a synthesis (e.g., biological catego-
ries reflect real patterns among organisms, yet are
shaped by culturally specified theories). Children’s
concepts also reveal abstract representations, but
these are generally less elaborate and less well-
defined than those of adults.

Conceptual knowledge, as symbolic as it seems,
is encoded as patterns of electrochemical activation
within powerful neural networks in the neocortex.
These concept patterns are derived from repeated
experience. Experience trains massively intercon-
nected systems of neural units (analogous to groups
of neurons) by changing connection strengths. Over
time, associated input patterns (e.g., sights and
sounds of a cat) will activate a characteristic re-
sponse pattern. This response is a concept (cat).
Critical features of these concept patterns are graded
activation (i.e., some inputs activate the response
more strongly than others) and learning algorithms
that specify how connection strengths change with
experience. This pre-symbolic view of conceptual
representation, though unintuitive, is dominant
among cognitive scientists, and work in the mid-
1980s through 1990s has answered some early criti-
cisms. Still, questions remain about how conceptual
thinking emerges from in neural networks. For ex-
ample, it is not clear how current theoretical models
can capture intricacies of conceptual knowledge
(e.g., nonliteral usage of concepts, as in the ironic
use of award in the “Golden Turkey Awards” for the
year’s worst movies).

A comprehensive proposal by Lawrence W.
Barsalou in 1999 holds that concepts are inherently
perceptual and experiential. So-called abstract con-
ceptual knowledge is in fact the productive activa-
tion of remembered aspects of perceptual and
internal experiences. As experiences are retained in
memory, the associations among them permit new
mental simulations that support a variety of func-
tions. These functions include conceptual redescrip-
tion, inference, imagination, and productive
combination of concepts. These functions are tradi-
tionally ascribed to symbolic, completely abstract
concepts, but Barsalou argues that they can more
simply be attributed to a powerful system for manip-
ulating stored perceptual knowledge. The power of
the system rests on selective simulation: when the
concept cat is activated, one does not recall every cat
experience, but the experiences evoked by current
contextual demands and recently activated informa-
tion. Thus, the word skunk might normally activate
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the property smelly, but after watching a documenta-
ry showing footage of skunks foraging at night, the
property nocturnal might be activated as well.

Educators should judiciously use definitions to
teach new concepts. Students will not typically use
definitions to judge category membership. Exposing
students to multiple examples that highlight the dis-
tinctive properties of the category of interest, or
comparing contrastive categories, is more effective.
A common misunderstanding of concept learning
can be seen in the traditional western approach to
mathematics education that emphasizes abstract or
“content-free” knowledge. There is no evidence of
such decontextualized knowledge, and it should be
assumed that mathematical concepts are derived
from organized experience with concepts of quantity
(e.g., cardinality, equivalence) and operations on
quantities (e.g., concatenation; transformation), in
a variety of familiar materials. Although it is trivially
apparent that diverse, rich experiences eventually in-
crease knowledge of mathematical and scientific
concepts, the general, powerful principles for op-
timizing the presentation of multiple examples in
classrooms, so that students’ conceptual knowledge
is effectively and efficiently enriched, have not yet
been derived.

Theories of Category Learning

How do experiences give rise to new categories?
Presumably individuals are exposed to various
members, and sometimes told about category mem-
bership. Parents use various strategies for teaching
children new categories, category labels, and associ-
ated properties. But how does experience generate
new categories?

In the 1994 model of Robert M. Nosofsky and
his colleagues, people distinguish contrasting cate-
gories by gradually modifying the degree of attention
allocated to various features of possible category
members, until the simplest and most diagnostic de-
cision rule (i.e., set of attention “weights” focusing
on the fewest possible features) is attained. Atypical
category members (e.g., ostriches, which differ from
typical North American birds in many regards) are
represented separately, as exceptions. Current con-
troversy focuses on the information retained from
multiple experiences, exact algorithms for describing
changes in represented categories with experience,
and the uniformity of category learning across do-
mains. For example, there is evidence that people

treat atypical examples differently across the do-
mains of natural, object, and social categories.

How do children learn categories? Little re-
search addresses changes in category learning pro-
cesses during and after childhood. Research on
children’s categories often confounds their concep-
tual knowledge with their comprehension of catego-
ry labels. A current debate concerns what categories
children acquire first. Though prelinguistic infants
differentiate related categories (e.g., cats vs. lions),
their knowledge might not transcend surface simi-
larity. Knowledge of the dynamic or hidden proper-
ties of categories becomes evident after the first six
months, but two-year-olds still sometimes fail to dif-
ferentiate related categories (e.g., calling any water
fowl duckie) or categorize different-looking entities.
In such cases parents can shape children’s naming.
Children, however, select and organize social input
about categories and labels. For example, parents
predominantly use basic-level labels when talking to
children. Basic-level categories (e.g., car, bird) cap-
ture a useful intermediate level of generality, com-
pared to very broad (e.g., animal) or narrow (e.g.,
parakeet) categories. Compared to parents, however,
preschool children use a much higher proportion of
basic level labels, suggesting that children’s inductive
dispositions (or limitations) shape their acquisition
and use of category labels.

Adults can help children focus on similarities of,
and variability between, category members. Both so-
cial input and selection and tailoring of available ex-
amples can facilitate category learning. An
unresolved question is how analog (i.e., rich, realis-
tic), versus digital (i.e., reduced, electronic), exam-
ples can facilitate children’s concept learning. This
is a practical question, given the growing availability
of computer technology for young children. A prob-
lem is that children sometimes mistake which fea-
tures define a category (e.g., rejecting a barren island
but accepting a tropical peninsula as examples of is-
land). Predicting children’s misconceptions about
categories is therefore crucial for teachers. Verbal in-
struction about critical features can be ineffective or
misleading, so teachers must orchestrate creative ex-
periences and instruction to advance children’s
grasp of conventional categories.

Conceptual Change in Children

Children, adolescents, and adults enter classrooms
with naive preconceptions about the world. Shifting
these preconceptions can be onerous. In 1985 Susan



Carey documented children’s changing biological
concepts and related inferences about biological
properties. For example, a child who conceptualizes
people as prototypes of animals will extend traits of
humans (e.g., respiring, sleeping) to similar crea-
tures (e.g., gorillas), but not dissimilar ones (e.g.,
worms). In contrast, adults often generalize biologi-
cal properties in a less anthropocentric manner.

The process of conceptual change is mysterious,
and frustrates educators’ desires to facilitate it. Re-
searchers have suggested many procedures to pro-
mote conceptual change, but naive concepts can be
extraordinarily intractable. For example, even after
formal physics instruction, older students make per-
vasive errors about concepts like force. One ap-
proach to teaching stipulates having students
articulate their concepts, setting up a demonstration
that would yield different results under the naive and
the conventional belief system, having students pre-
dict an outcome, and then conducting the demon-
stration. Apparently articulating and confronting
the discrepancy between own and others’ beliefs,
and seeing relevant evidence, can provide a powerful
springboard for conceptual change. Note, however,
that this approach is effective with older students re-
vising well-defined concepts in a mature science. Its
effectiveness for young children, whose capacity to
recognize disconfirming evidence is limited, has not
been established.

The Functions of Categorization in Children’s
Thinking

The content of children’s categories changes with
age, but what of the uses of categorization and con-
cepts? Concepts constrain perception, language, so-
cial interaction, and problem solving—every aspect
of cognition. Categories permit economic thinking,
inferring properties of novel instances, organizing
memories, making analogies, and solving problems
with flexibility. It is not known how education, in-
formal learning, and maturation separately alter
these functions. In short, there is a lack of a develop-
mental theory of the ecology of categorization that
takes into account development and schooling. Out-
lining this theory is a major task for developmental
and educational psychology in the twenty-first
century.

See also: Language Acquisition; Learning, sub-
entry on Conceptual Change.
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CATHOLIC SCHOOLS

In 1783 Philadelphia Catholics established the first
Catholic parish school in the United States, and over
the next two centuries, Catholic parochial schools
would educate tens of millions of American citizens.
By the middle of the 1960s, when the Catholic paro-
chial school movement had reached its high point,
there were more than 5.7 million children in parish
elementary schools—12 percent of all of the children
enrolled in schools in the United States at that time.
The challenges of providing parish-based education
have changed from one generation to the next, but
Catholics schools have survived in spite of substan-
tial obstacles.

Foundations

During the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteen cen-
turies, colonial Catholics struggled merely to survive
in that vast territory that would become the United
States of America. In fact, the progress of the church
in all of the colonies of the New World (Spanish,
French, and English) was due largely to the personal
sacrifices and skills of a cadre of great priests. Their
willingness to give their all, including their lives, left
a Catholic imprint on virtually every region of the
country.

That is not to say that Catholic schools emerged
because of these missionary efforts. It would take
many generations for American Catholics to feel se-
cure enough to establish their own schools. In fact,
the very survival of Catholicism as a religion in
America was in doubt until the late eighteenth cen-
tury. Those Catholic schools that did emerge in the
early decades of the American Republic were the di-
rect result of a collaboration of interested parents,
determined pastors, and compassionate sister teach-
ers. Of special note was the persistence of Elizabeth
Seton, who recruited and trained the sister teachers
who were the backbone of the parish school system
for nearly 125 years.

Yet the most important ingredient in the even-
tual spread of Catholic education in the nineteenth
century was parental support. Beginning in the early
1800s, many American Catholic parents were willing
to build and support parish schools. These parents
believed that the future of Catholicism in the new
nation was tied to educating the next generation in
the ways of the faith.

Rapid social change and population growth, ac-
companied by misunderstanding, hostility, and re-
sistance, were important ingredients in the process
of Catholic educational development in the years be-
fore the Civil War. Civic leaders argued in favor of
common schools that would transform a diverse
population of children into a homogeneous, defer-
ential, and very American citizenry. Catholics resist-
ed these common schools because of their distinct
Protestant overtone, and they built their own
schools.

The tensions between public and Catholic
schoolmen forced the two sides to modify the con-
tent of their curricula. After a decade of violence in
the 1840s, both sides sought other ways of winning
the hearts and minds of the Catholic population.
Public schoolmen took measures to make their
schools less sectarian. Catholic schoolmen countered
with measures to make their schools more secular.
Both sides were competing for the attention and loy-
alty of Catholic parents and their children. It was a
competition that would continue well into the twen-
tieth century.

Educational Choices

In the later decades of the nineteenth century, Cath-
olics shifted their attention to controlling the growth
and development of Catholic education from within



the denomination. Catholic schoolmen realized that
it was not enough to promulgate decrees requiring
Catholics to send their children to parish schools.
Catholic parents faced a variety of educational
choices and their responses were determined largely
by their perceptions of the values and dangers of
common schooling. A significant percentage of
Catholic parents—perhaps a majority—had relative-
ly few qualms about public education. In fact, these
parents saw the public school as the best means of
insuring the future prosperity of their children in
American society.

A second group of parents could not quite ac-
cept the idea of a curriculum totally devoid of reli-
gious instruction, but they were not willing to
abandon the goals of public education. Their choice
was to build formal working relationships with local
school boards that provided for publicly supported
secular institutions taught by Catholic teachers in
parish-owned classrooms; religion was an after-
school activity.

A third group of parents spurned formal rela-
tionships with public school boards, but nevertheless
adapted many of the fundamental elements of the
public school curriculum for use in parish class-
rooms. The result was the prototype for the Catholic
parochial school that came to dominate the educa-
tional landscape in the twentieth century.

A fourth group of parents, most of whom were
immigrants from Europe, not only spurned the pub-
lic schools, but also established parish schools that
emphasized native culture, language, and religion.
The ethnic Catholic school was a powerful force
within the Catholic Church well into the twentieth
century. The movement ended abruptly, however,
with the animosity toward all things foreign during
World War L

The style and substance of Catholic parochial
education varied from region to region, diocese to
diocese, and even from parish to parish across the
United States during the last half of the nineteenth
century and even into the first decade of the twenti-
eth century. Bishops and pastors could not force
Catholic parents to send their children to parish
schools. State legislatures could not mandate public
control over parochial institutions. Both sides
learned that decisions on the education of Catholic
children would be a family affair.

CATHOLIC SCHOOLS 251

A Search for Order

At the turn of the twentieth century, American Cath-
olic education remained a chaotic patchwork of
school experiments held together by a common be-
lief in the value of daily Catholic moral instruction
as part of the educational process. Out of this chaos
came a search for order during the years from 1900
to 1950. This search was evident in the movement
within individual dioceses to establish school boards
and appoint superintendents to provide greater uni-
formity in Catholic schooling from one parish to the
next. The search was also evident in the establish-
ment of the Catholic Educational Association in
1903 and the National Catholic Welfare Conference
in 1918, two organizations that brought order to
Catholic education on the national level.

The Catholic response to teacher preparation
was a case study of the pressures on parochial educa-
tion in the twentieth century. If parochial education
was to survive, it had to compete with public educa-
tion on its own terms. To do so meant that Catholic
leaders had to better prepare women religious and
other teachers for the classroom. Nevertheless,
women religious never received all the teacher train-
ing they needed. At its core, Catholic teacher prepa-
ration was a combination of on-the-job training and
summer school instruction.

The leadership role played by women religious
in parochial education should not be underestimat-
ed. In fact, it would not be difficult to make the case
that sister-teachers were the single most important
element in the Catholic educational establishment
both in the nineteenth and the twentieth centuries.
Training was only a small part of their commitment
to Catholic children.

A Generation of Crisis

The years from 1950 to 1990 were a generation of
crisis in Catholic education. First, there was the crisis
of growth in the 1950s when demand for parochial
education (due to the increase in the school-age
population during the Baby Boom) far outstripped
the available space. Then came the crisis of confi-
dence during the social upheaval of the 1960s when
Catholic parents asked themselves if parochial
schools were necessary. Self-doubt in the 1960s was
followed by the crisis of decline in the 1970s when
devoted pastors and parents asked themselves if
Catholic schools would survive. Although the an-
swer by the end of the decade was an unequivocal
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yes, it was unclear who would pay the high cost of
sustaining these schools. In fact, the economic bur-
den of parochial education would be the predomi-
nant issue of parochial schooling in the 1980s.

The 1980s were years of uncertainty. Once a
haven of white immigrant children who were mak-
ing the transition from Europe to America, the
Catholic schools of the 1980s had become visible
symbols of the commitment of some parents—both
Catholic and non-Catholic—to the education of
their children. To be sure, many Catholic parishes
had closed their schools in the previous three dec-
ades and other parishes were unwilling to open new
schools. But just as important were the many parish-
es in the inner cities as well as in the affluent suburbs
that made great sacrifices to sustain their schools.

An Uncertain Future

The future of American Catholic parochial educa-
tion is uncertain. In the 1960s, there were more than
5.7 million children enrolled in Catholic elementary
schools, but by 2001 the enrollment had slipped to
less than 2.6 million, a plunge of 54 percent. Even
though the rate of decline had abated, it is not likely
that Catholic education will ever see the strength
of numbers it had at the middle of the twentieth
century.

Why did Catholic parents abandon their schools
over the last thirty years of the twentieth century?
The answer is complex, intermingled with changing
social values, changes in family structure, changes in
the forms and content of public education, and the
rising cost of private education relative to other liv-
ing expenses. All these factors contributed to the de-
cline of parochial education during the years from
1970 to 2000.

The beginning of the decline of Catholic paro-
chial education can be traced to the drastic drop in
religious vocations in the late 1960s. For more than
a century, orders of priests and nuns staffed Catholic
classrooms at minimal cost. However, in the years
after the end of the Second Vatican Council in 1965,
tens of thousands of these men and women aban-
doned their religious vows, and many others shifted
to different ministries, forcing parish pastors and
principals to hire lay teachers and pay them a living
wage. Many school administrators found this task to
be economically unfeasible and closed their schools.

A second factor was the changing structure of
the American family. Where once the typical Ameri-

can Catholic family consisted of two parents and a
gaggle of kids, the new American Catholic family
was often a single parent with one or two children.
Even in two-parent households, both parents
worked and were in need of day-care facilities and
after-school programs. Catholic families no longer
had the time or energy to contribute to the operation
and maintenance of a private parish school.

Related to the change in the structure of the typ-
ical Catholic family over the past thirty years has
been a correlate change in American values. In such
a consumer-oriented culture, Catholic parents
found that they have no money left to pay parochial
school tuition, let alone the resources needed to
build a new school.

Another factor was the changing nature of pub-
lic education. As late as the 1950s, public schools
taught a form of nonsectarian Protestantism as part
of the curriculum. Catholics in those areas and even
in the big cities did not always feel welcome. But a
1961 decision by the Supreme Court stripped all
public schools of any references to religion. Students
of all faiths were treated equally.

Catholic parents were also attracted to public
schools by the quality of the facilities, teachers, and
courses. The principal concern of many parents—
Catholic as well as non-Catholic—was the future ca-
reers and economic security of their children. Unlike
their parents and grandparents, Catholic parents in
the late twentieth century did not tend to value the
spiritual development of their children as highly as
their career development.

Catholic Schools and the Courts

There are also a sizable number of parents and edu-
cators—both Catholic and non-Catholic—who be-
lieve that they are being deprived of the right to fairly
choose between public and private schools. At the
turn of the twenty-first century, these “‘school
choice” advocates have petitioned states legislatures
and even the U.S. Congress to provide tuition tax
credits and vouchers that would allow parents to
make a fair choice between public and private
schools. Legislatures in Wisconsin, Arizona, Ohio,
and Vermont did establish school voucher pro-
grams, but these programs quickly became entan-
gled in court litigation. Other school aid programs
have been proposed in Michigan, California, Texas,
and Florida.

Not surprisingly, Catholic school advocates
have been active supporters of the school choice and



tax voucher movements. If found to be constitution-
al, such aid could be an important source of finan-
cial support for many parents who struggle to pay
thousands of dollars in parish school tuition each
year. In 2000 the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in favor
of providing tax-supported computers and remedial
instruction in Catholic schools and in June 2002 up-
held the use of public money for religious school tu-
ition. Whatever the decision, however, Catholic
school advocates do not believe that the voucher
issue will affect the future of Catholic education.

Catholic Schools as Models

Many of the parish schools that have survived are
worthy of emulation. In a 1993 study, Catholic
Schools and the Common Good, three social scientists
outlined the successful hallmarks of Catholic educa-
tion, qualities that have been adapted by many pub-
lic schools.

Foremost among the qualities of parish-based
education is decentralization. For the most part, par-
ish schools are administered at the local level. Fund-
ing for the schools comes from the community and
teachers are hired by principals without interference
from school superintendents or other educational
bureaucrats. Parents have a greater involvement and
effectiveness in the education process because they
are working single institutions in their own neigh-
borhoods rather than a centralized bureaucracy. A
second quality related to the first is the fact that par-
ents, students, and faculty share a broad set of beliefs
that give each school a moral purpose. Shared values
are possible if parents, students, and faculty care
about education.

Another hallmark of parochial schools worthy
of emulation is size. The small size of most parish
schools promotes interaction between students, par-
ents, and staff. Because teachers serve in many differ-
ent roles during the school day (disciplinarians,
counselors, and friends as well as specialists in one
or more academic disciplines) they become mentors
and role models. The small size of most parish
schools insures that parents and teachers know one
another and their children well.

Finally, parish schools place a special emphasis
on academics. Small size and limited resources nec-
essarily requires administrators to concentrate on
basics. The result is a student body well grounded in
the mathematical and literary skills so necessary for
success at future educational levels. Large schools
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with cafeteria-style curricula may very well meet
short-term demands for relevant instruction, but
there is little evidence that courses in industrial man-
agement and family living are as valuable as literacy
and mathematical skills in a constantly changing so-
ciety.

The parents of the children who are educated in
these schools will determine the future of Catholic
parochial education in the United States. More than
two centuries ago, the parents and pastor of St.
Mary’s Parish in Philadelphia established the first
American parochial school. As long as there are par-
ents and pastors interested in parochial education,
these schools will survive. Even though American
Catholic parochial education is unlikely to attain the
position of influence it had in the mid-twentieth
century, parish schools will remain important edu-
cation laboratories for some time to come.

See also: Elementary Education, subentry on His-
tory of; Jewish Education, United States; Na-
tional Catholic Educational Association;
Private Schooling; Protestant School Sys-
tems; Secondary Education, subentry on Histo-
ry of.
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CENTERS FOR TEACHING
IMPROVEMENT IN COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES

Although teaching has been at the core of faculty life
from the beginning of the modern university, em-
phasis on teaching improvement is a more recent
phenomenon. Centers and programs that support
excellence in college and university teaching have
grown substantially since the mid-twentieth century,
and offer a broad range of services and resources to
various constituencies.

Terms

Teaching-improvement support is typically offered
either through programs (run by individual faculty
members or faculty committees) or centers (central-
ly located and funded units), and is categorized in
a variety of ways—most typically as faculty develop-
ment (or, in the case of graduate students, teaching
assistant development). While some resist this term
and its implications that instructors need to “be de-
veloped” (Gaff, p. 175), it is nonetheless commonly
used to refer to a large range of activities focusing on
the professional work of faculty and graduate stu-
dents as teachers (and, to a lesser extent, as research-
ers).

Other terms often associated with teaching-
improvement centers are educational or instructional
development, which emphasizes the design of a
course, the curriculum, and student learning activi-
ties. Organizational development, which focuses on
the organizational structure of an institution and its
subcomponents, is another form of support some-
times blended into teaching centers or programs.

History

Only in the late 1950s and early 1960s did significant
cracks appear in the foundational assumption in
higher education that content competence equated
with teaching competence. According to Wilbert J.
McKeachie, a pioneering researcher on college
teaching, the first centers for the improvement of

college teaching developed in the early 1960s at the
University of Michigan and Michigan State Univer-
sity. Behaviorist psychology shaped the mission of
these centers. Faculty developed instructional mate-
rials that reinforced student progress through a se-
ries of carefully designed learning steps. Early centers
tended to focus on teaching in disciplines that re-
sponded best to such programmed learning, includ-
ing foreign languages, statistics, and anatomy.

The social revolutions of the 1960s profoundly
reshaped American colleges and universities. Stu-
dents demanded, and often received, a larger voice
in campus life. One manifestation of this change
came with students evaluating classroom teaching,
a rarity before the 1960s and the norm by the late
1970s. Despite the many flaws in these evaluations,
university administrators soon began making per-
sonnel decisions in response, in part, to student
commentary about teaching. Some faculty called for
new support to improve teaching, both to enhance
their own practice and to meet higher performance
standards being advocated by students and adminis-
trators. In the late 1960s, only forty to fifty faculty
development programs existed at colleges and uni-
versities nationwide; by the middle of the 1970s that
number had exploded to more than 1,000. Private
funds (from groups including the Danforth Founda-
tion and the Lilly Endowment) and federal grants
(from sources such as the Fund for the Improvement
of Postsecondary Education) helped establish many
of these new programs. Although this seed money al-
lowed teaching centers to blossom quickly across the
nation, over the next decade many programs strug-
gled to survive when their initial grants expired.

These new teaching programs varied widely in
their mission and structure. Typically a teaching-
improvement program developed to meet an indi-
vidual campus’s needs, rather than in response to a
larger national trend. Depending on the resources
and interest involved, colleges developed formal or
informal teaching-improvement programs; only the
most well-funded universities tended to establish
formal teaching centers that coordinated and en-
hanced improvement programs campus-wide. Cen-
ters at research universities often focused initially on
training graduate students to teach. At comprehen-
sive universities and community colleges, less well-
funded programs usually concentrated on improv-
ing faculty teaching techniques.

As the number of teaching programs and cen-
ters expanded, college teachers and faculty develop-
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ers created professional organizations to share best
practices. The American Association for Higher Ed-
ucation (AAHE) spun off the National Education
Association (NEA) in 1969. In 1976 a group of
faculty developers founded the Professional and Or-
ganizational Development Network for Higher Edu-
cation (POD), and in 1978 private and public grants
helped establish the National Institute for Staff and
Organizational Development (NISOD). Publica-
tions, conferences, and other activities by these three
groups helped advance both the practice of faculty
development and the visibility of teaching in higher
education.

The assessment movement that took center
stage in the 1980s reshaped both perceptions of
teaching and the work of teaching-improvement
programs. Advocates of assessment, from inside and
outside the academy, asked pointedly, “Are students
learning anything in college?” (B. Wright, pp. 299-
300). As attention shifted from teaching to learning,
faculty development work also changed its focus.
Improving teaching techniques remained an impor-
tant component of most programs, but more and
more developers encouraged faculty to think about
student learning. “Classroom assessment tech-
niques” (CATs), pioneered by Thomas A. Angelo
and K. Patricia Cross, emerged as a new and power-
ful way for faculty to regularly and informally moni-
tor learning. Besides promoting the use of CATs,
many teaching programs also emphasized topics
such as cognitive processes, motivational strategies,
and learning styles.

In the early 1990s Ernest L. Boyer of the Carne-
gie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
along with allies from the AAHE and other groups,
proposed a significant reconsideration of faculty
roles and responsibilities, including teaching. These
proposals responded both to the assessment move-
ment and demands for more public accountability
in higher education, and to advances in learning sci-
ences. A core component of Boyer’s vision involved
“the scholarship of teaching.” Boyer argued that,
like other forms of scholarship, to be scholarly the
act of teaching must be public, open to critical evalu-
ation by peers, and usable by others in the discipline.

The intellectual energy created by Boyer’s pro-
posal coincided with other trends to produce anoth-
er period of growth and expansion for teaching-
improvement programs. By 1994 roughly one-third
of colleges and universities had a formal center for
teaching improvement, and another third was con-

sidering the creation of a center. These centers exist-
ed at many (61%) research universities, and at some
(41%) doctorate-granting institutions; such centers
were relatively rare at liberal arts colleges and com-
munity colleges, although nearly all institutions had
some sort of faculty development program, often fo-
cusing on teaching and learning.

Teaching centers populated many research uni-
versities by the 1990s due, in part, to increased em-
phasis on graduate student teaching assistant
training. In 1986 the Ohio State University hosted
the first national conference on teaching assistant
development; seven years later a consortium of uni-
versities and private foundations launched Prepar-
ing Future Faculty, a major national initiative to
train graduate students to be effective teachers and
scholars. Preparing Future Faculty programs, and
variations on that model, spread quickly, becoming
a significant component of teaching center work at
many research universities by the end of the decade.

Teaching centers also became assets to colleges
and universities that struggled to deal with techno-
logical revolutions, changing student demographics,
and increased competition in higher education. As
computers and networked technology became ubiq-
uitous, new ways of teaching and learning enticed
many colleges and universities to explore distance
and asynchronous education. These changes chal-
lenged teaching centers to help faculty and institu-
tions focus on learning rather than on gadgets and
gimmicks. Changing student demographics also
confronted college teachers, leading to increased
work for teaching centers to address the needs of
adult learners in more culturally diverse classrooms.
The quality of teaching and learning also became an
issue as the growth of for-profit higher education
and the proliferation of distance-learning programs
gave students new opportunities to choose where,
when, and how to pursue their education.

Resources and Services

Although the breadth of content and scope of teach-
ing-improvement programs and centers can vary
substantially from institution to institution, most
offer some combination of the following services.

Consultation services. These services enable indi-
vidual faculty and graduate students, as well as de-
partments and schools, to better observe, assess,
improve, and enhance their teaching practices. Such
consultations may include instructional or curricu-
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lum design assistance, creation of models for evalu-
ating teaching, videotaping of classes for review,
classroom observation, or interviewing students to
gather anonymous feedback for the instructor.

Programs on teaching. These programs include a
broad range of offerings across such categories as au-
dience (from a guest speaker on effective lecturing
for all university faculty, to a workshop on active
learning for physics teaching assistants), length
(from a semester-long credit-granting graduate
course on teaching sociology, to a one-hour lunch
discussion about diversity in the classroom), and in-
centives for participation (from a required orienta-
tion for all new teaching assistants to a voluntary
discussion group on teaching with cases, to a sti-
pend-funded fellows program on service learning).

Grants, awards, and other incentives. Incentives
are offered to motivate improvement in teaching or
to reward excellence in teaching. These incentives
can take a variety of forms, such as grants or release
time for course redesign or other curricular innova-
tions; fellows programs to build teaching-
improvement support between peers; or financial
support for attending professional conferences.

Print and electronic resources. These resources
typically include libraries of books, videotapes, and
articles on a variety of issues pertaining to teaching
and learning in higher education. Some centers or
programs publish their own newsletters or develop
websites to further highlight research, principles of
good practice, or other explorations on teaching.

Leadership and Constituencies

The people who lead teaching-support efforts like-
wise represent a broad range of backgrounds and in-
stitutional status. A 1996 survey of POD members
(with a 46% response rate) revealed that of the 517
respondents, 53 percent were women; 90 percent
were white; 77 percent had a doctorate as the highest
degree earned; 26 percent had their graduate degree
in education (versus 12% in psychology, and 11% in
English); 44 percent had a faculty job classification
(versus 36% with administrative or staff status); 44
percent had part-time appointments in faculty de-
velopment (versus 30% with full-time); and 59 per-
cent worked in programs or centers that report to a
provost or other chief academic officer (versus 16%
to a dean).

Teaching-improvement programs and centers
often serve faculty and graduate students from

across the entire institution, while others are dedi-
cated to a particular school or division. The distinct
mission and curricular changes of many professional
schools, in particular, has motivated the creation of
separate support units, such as Harvard Medical
School’s Office of Educational Development, estab-
lished in 1985.

In a similar vein, participants vary in their level
of motivation and reasons for using the resources
and services offered: some are strongly encouraged
or even required to participate by administrators,
while others are more intrinsically motivated to ex-
amine their teaching or to learn innovative practices.
In order to create an open environment for its con-
stituency, most centers have a policy of confidential-
ity, and distance themselves from the formal review
processes at the institution.

Assumptions and Impact

Some core assumptions infuse most teaching-
improvement programs or centers: (1) that teaching
practices can be learned and developed (versus the
view that good teachers are born, not made); (2) that
knowledge of a subject does not necessarily translate
into effective teaching of that subject; (3) that the ed-
ucational research literature can offer models and
strategies for improving teaching; and (4) that great
teaching, like all scholarly activity, is a constant pro-
cess of inquiry, experimentation, and reflection.

Assessing the impact of teaching-improvement
centers and programs is a complicated and some-
times elusive process: John P. Murray describes how
in some programs, “faculty participation is often
low,” and those “most in need of development are
the least likely to participate,” making it difficult to
judge whether or not these initiatives “cause any
substantial or lasting changes in the classroom” (pp.
59-60). On the other hand, Arlene Bakutes claims
that “research data indicate that faculty develop-
ment centers and their counterparts are successful,”
citing a University of Delaware survey showing that
73 percent of faculty respondents made changes to
their teaching due to their work at that university’s
Center for Teaching Effectiveness (p. 170). Jerry G.
Gaff asserts that “faculty development has moved
slowly from a fragmented, often misunderstood, and
peripheral position to an integrated, better under-
stood, and more centrally located position of impor-
tance” and is “on the verge of becoming fully
institutionalized in American higher education” (p.
173).



See also: College Teaching; Teaching and
Learning, subentry on Higher Education.
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